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t was perhaps inevitable that one result of the Iran

fiasco would be mounting calls for institutional

reform of U.S. foreign-policy machinery. Already

there are demands for a clear delineation of

responsibilities to establish that the secretary of
state is the nation’s principal manager of —and spokes-
man for—foreign-policy issues. There are also calls for
the appointment of a national-security adviser who has
more experience in foreign policy than Vice Adm. John
M. Poindexter, whose career has been entirely in the
military, as well as for a restructuring of the National
Security Council.

There are, however, definite limits to what can be
done. Because so many executive-branch agencies now
have a legitimate interest in foreign affairs, it is unlikely
that we will ever again have a single pole of authority
within the government determining the nation’s foreign
and security policy—unless that person is the President
himself. Henry A. Kissinger attempted to play such a role
in the special circumstances of the Nixon presidency: The
result was both bold decisions and appalling errors.

In most Administrations, U.S. policy will be the result
of shifting Cabinet coalitions. And this is not necessarily a
bad arrangement, provided an Administration appoints

qualified people to key positions and puts in place a viablﬁ

system of policy coordination.

In this regard certain concrete steps can enhance the
likelihood that an Administration will be able to carry out
an effective foreign policy.

Because other Cabinet members with a legitimate
interest in foreign policy will not take orders from the
secretary of state, in every Administration more power
will flow to the White House and the national-security
adviser than the purists deem desirable. Otherwise there
will be no one to arbitrate disputes.

But if a powerful NSC is inevitable, a decline in its
quality is not. It is not inevitable, for example, that the
National Security Council be as poorly staffed as is now
the case. During the transition between the Carter and
Reagan administrations, even secretaries were fired. All
institutional memory was lost. If a strong NSC is here to
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stay, it should be possible to ensure that a certain
percentage of the staff consists of permanent civil
servants. A post of permanent secretary might be
created; then, an incoming administration would at least
know the record of the past. Outgoing administrations
could be barred from removing any records unless copies
of all important documents are left for those assuming
office.

Administrations should move to demilitarize personnel
appointments for NSC adviser and staff. The NSC shouid
be forbidden to engage in diplomatic or military
operations. For adviser, preference should be given to
someone with broad experience in foreign policy who is
nearing the peak of his career. Such a person would be
less likely than recent incumbents to pursue personal
ambitions to the detriment of the national interest and
administration policy.

the Central Intelligence Agency and the State Depart-
Ve com

ment. In recent years, administrations e to
regard the job of CIA director as just another political post
awarded to a wort! er. Thus Jimmy Carter tried
but Eaﬂed to agnt iormer gﬂ,ﬂ%ﬁ? Euae
[ . nsen, an eagan
| “succeeded 1N appoIMUNE MY CHMPRIGIT ITarager—Witham

“This trend is a mistake. The development of sound
forei licy requires that the President receive
oB]Fc%ve mteﬁlgence, untainted by domestic political
[

onsiderations. Such advice is less likely to come from a
man who is as closely tied to the political fortunes of a
_White House incumbent as Sorensen might have been or
Casey is. The CIA director should be a civil servant

appointed to a four-year term that comes due between
Dresidential elections.

Proposals to reform the State Department are legion
and largely irrelevant, for most attempt to restore an
authority that can never be reclaimed: The world has
changed and a nation’s foreign policy will henceforth
involve a broader array of activities than traditional
diplomacy. Moreover, it is hardly a recent historical
phenomenon for a presidential adviser to have as much or
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more authority in the field of foreign
policy than the secretary of state. Col.
Edward M. House 1n the Wilson Adminis-
tration was more important than Secre-
tary of State Robert Lansing; Harry
Hopkins was more important in the
Administration of Franklin Delano Roo-
scvelt than Cordell Huil. Kissinger was
more important than William P. Rogers
and the influence of Zbigniew Brzezinski
~ertainly rivaled that of Cyrus R. Vance in
tre Carter Administration.

3ut 1t 1s 1mportant for every Adminis-
‘razion to have a strong secretary of state
because he represents a point of view that
needs vigorous support in government
courciis. Consequently, one reform that
every Administration could institute
would be to appoint a person prepared for
the job.

There is a naive belief in the United
States that any reasonably intelligent
man can be secretary of state or ambassa-
dor. But diplomacy is like any other field.
Those who have spent time 1n it tend to be
better than those who have not. Rogers
was a fine attorney general in the Eisen-
hower Administration and Shultz was an
excellent labor secretary in the Nixon
Admimstration. But neither was prepared
L0 be secretary of state and neither should
have been appornted. Rogers never did
grow into the job. The nation must hope
that Shultz finally will,

But 1t 1s also time to face a larger
reality. The extent of foreign-policy fail-
ure wn the Reagan Administration is so
extensive that no mere institutional fix
will work. The problem is no longer this
individual or that institution. The problem
has become the policy generally—a
crabbed. mean-spirited, belligerent view
of the world that is steadily isolating this
country from its friends and offering
unexpected opportunities to its enemies.

[ran has. in effect. become a symbol for
4 larger national failure under this Ad-
ministration. Six years into the Reagan
presidency, wherever one looks, Amer-
can options seem fewer and American
influence less.

The_Administration came into office
contending that it was going to enhance
American diplomatic prestige abroad and
restore the CIA 10 its previous Tory. But
‘as the Administration moves into its final
1wo_years. these promises seem increas-
ingly empty.

Internationally, US. diplomatic pres-

tige has seldom been lower. In the Middle
East, for example, the Reagan Adminis-
tration has been without a policy ever
since a lone suicide bomber blew up the
Marine barracks in Lebanon. The [ran
imtiative now compounds earljer damage;
not only is the United Stateg not playing a
constructive role in the Peace process, it is
undermining the position of moderate
Arab states attempting to contain Iraman
fanaticism. Moreover, by unwisely mak-
Ing contact with [ran through Israel and
directly or indirectly condoning Israelj
arms shipments to Iran, the Administra-
tion contributed mightily to the paranoid
mythology of the Middie East—particy-
larly among Arab States, and thereby
made the task of future Administrations
Immeasurably more difficuit.

In southern Africa, the Administra-
tion's policy of constructive engagement
has led the United States into a political
cul-de-sac. It now hag little influence
with the whites and none with the blacks.
For the remainder of the Reagan Admin-
istration the United States wij] be relegat -
ed to the diplomatic sidelines.

In Europe, for the first time in the
postwar period, Soviet diplomatic practice
IS viewed as favorably or more favorably
by normally pro-Western circles than
US. diplomacy. In Central America, the
Administration has progressively nar-
rowed U.S. options to two: failure or
military intervention.

The one bright spot in US. foreign
policy seems to be Asia, byt the Adminis-
tration's mismanagement of international

|

agency and the Con .

>

econorm‘c pol)'(:y 18 undermxmng the suc-
cess of its political policy even there.

Nor have the Administration’ 1¢1e8
’ti?hwa;adthe E 1A been anylmore Successful.

€ Admunistration has avished -
SIBITLy oft The CTA. rtunat
results.

T_h‘_e_ Casey CIA has participated directly
or indirectly in ijle al actions against (he
government o lcaragua. Moreover.

once again a CIA director has Placed his

CIA, with unfortunate

loyalty to _the White Houge incumbent
above his obligation to the law. It turns
out that éven though the CIA is required
by law to inform the approprnate commit -
tees of the Congress of any significant

covert CTA activities, the CIA did partici-
pate in the Iran Tnitiative yet faijied to

€ver trust had been by

_inform those appropriate committees. By
that single action aasey destroyed what-

up between the

.B_ecau.se the inistration 1s in such
difficulty, there will be a tempration to
lookl for a Scapegoat—someone who, by
leaving, can reduce the pressure on the
Administration, McFarlane's attempts to
assume all the biame have not worked,
nor will any reported Intra- Administra -
tion efforts to have Poindexter removed.
Neither the Administration nor the coun-
try will solve jts foreign-policy troubles
So easily. Institutional changes can help

. but the real problem is the policy 1tself.

Unless that changes, the next setbacks
may not be ag embarrassing as the
setback involving Iran—but they will
surely continue. ®]
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